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SUHRANKIA Willd. 


Prickly, sprawling or ascendin.g 


to subscandent, lu'rbaceous (in U.S.) 
perennials. Stems tetragonal to ribbed-terete. Prickh's inlei-nodal, mosll\ 
curved, wideiu'd to base, thinly or closely dispeised on sti'ins, leaf petioles 
and rachises, pe'duncles and fruits. Feav'cs t'glandulai-. twice-pinnatc, usuallx 
sc'nsitive. Piniuu' (1)2—S. Feafh'ts s('\’eral. small, mosth' 2—5 mm 

m 

s> ininclric, willi a iiii(l\ rin. w ith or w ithout st'oondaiw' vonalion. 
vStiiHiles subulate, 2—(i(10) mm in h'Ugth. I’cdiiiK'les axillarx', 1— 
aiiiiroximating leaves. Flowi'is pc'rfect or upjiormost staminale, in bright 
to pale iiink lu'uils. Ual\x campannlate, reduced. Corolla c\lindi'ic, ea ;? mm 


ong. 


*) 



Ml 


Ion 




tiu' lul)(‘ lon.uxM’ than lolx's. vSlanions ua 10. Pods oblon 


() 


usuallN’ 


((uadrangular and beaked, conspicuousl.\’ ])rickl.\ (rar('l.\' smooth); margins 
broad, si'iiarating from vahi's at malurit\. 


Pi’imarih' Mexico and thi' soutlu'in l\S.: scantih to South .America 


oiu 


spc'cies ('xU'iiding noilhward in the U.S. Introdui'cd in Old World tropics. 
Possibly la s|)cci('s. 


C'hromosonie number X 


12, ba.si'd on six siiccies. 


SciiranlPKi is a small, cohere'iit gi’oup of undoubti'd e\olutionary unit.w 
A Mimosa derivative', it is charaetc'rizA'd not oni\' bv its non-se'gmeiih'd 
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tetragonal pods in which the sutures in most species are broadened to 
approximately the width of the valves, but by its moderately consistent 
aspect and habit. 

Chromosome base numbers of 13 are common to Schrankia and Mimosa 
as well as many other mimosoids. Of Schrankia species reported all are 
diploids except 5. leptocaj'pa DC., a tetraploid (Frahm-Leliveld, 1957). 
A determination of 2n = 24 for S. microphylla (Atchison, 1949) is anomalous, 
as Turner and Fearing (1960) have previously noted. 

I present a review of U.S. Schrankia with less than unqualified satisfac¬ 
tion. The amorphous nature of the taxa, and my knowledge that alternative 
interpretations may have merit lead to disquietude. A leisurely study of the 
genus in its entirety might—perhaps with expansion of methods—render 
taxonomic decisions less conjectural. But there has been such a study: 
Schrankia is the subject of a recent, unpublished, monographic investigation 
(Beard, 1963). The Beard manuscript contains much useful information 
concerning Schrankia. It includes several postulates which, on basis of 
my geographically limited studies, I cannot properly evaluate. However, it 
is necessary to take issue with the major premises. 

Beard abandons Schrankia, submerging it under Mimosa. Furthermore, 


he reduces the genus to one species, 



osa quadrivalvis L. He says 


“Absolutely no character has been found that can be said to be peculiar to 
Schrankia apart from Mimosa L. emend. Bcnth. It is concluded that to 
maintain Schrankia Willd. as a genus distinct from Mimosa L. while sub¬ 
scribing to the broad concept of the latter genus as maintained by most 
recent botanists publishing in the group is indefensible, and therefore 
Schrankia Willd. must be recombined with Mimosa L.” 

Reserving philosophical response to the Beard proposition, I comment 
only in a pragmatic vein: (1) The characters of Schrankia are congruent to 
the degree that the genus is more easily recognized—even by the uninitiated 
than most mimosoid genera. (2) Were Beard’s viewpoint of generic de¬ 
limitation taken up for the Mimosoidcac as a whole, the subfamily (family 
of many authors) would probably have to bo reduced to 1 or 2 genera. I 
doubt that this would be practical or reasonable. 

Beard’s second prescript is that Schrankia in ioto represents a single 
species. Perhaps my presentation recognizes too many species (e.g., S. 



icina, a geographic variant of nuttallii; S. latidens, an element of 
a polymorphic Mexican complex). But I find Beard’s position somewhat 
extreme. Both Beard and I indeed have observed that several of the sub- 


“messy.” 


Beard mentions intermediates between geo- 


ordinate taxa are 

graphically contiguous taxa (but the number of such cited is very small in 
proportion to the total number of sheets seen). Many taxa lacking compati¬ 
bility barriers betray such sins. Their “virtue” has been dependent on 
ecological or geographic isolation; but many such isolations have been 
eliminated or reduced by man’s subjugation of the world. 

The most useful regional summary of Schrankia is that of Turner (1959) 






for the* state of Texas. As to the species that he treats, iny intei’pretations 

tliat certain of my premises derive from 



itfer only in 
Turner. 



ail: 1 sus 


SCURANKIA Willd. Sp. PI. 4; 1041. 
1791. 



i! nom. cons, non SchravUia Gmelin 



V / »1 < 1 



s 




'id (u'ulcala Willd. nom. illc'' 





quadrivalris f. 



LEPTOdLOrnS DC. Mem. Le,y. 451. 1S27! 

MORONCrIA Britt. Mem. Torr. Bot. Club 5: 191. 

1 follow the choice of type specii's designated in tin' Nomina Cienerica 
Conservanda (fianjouw, lOOO): Scliraukia aculeata Willd. literature contains 


thr 



e variant 


b < t 




'ia." Perhe 


this has been derived from a 


change made b\' DeCandolle (loc. cit.). In an>' event. Willdenow named the 

the spelling 


enus for a man bv the name of Schrank and 




na. 


DeCandolle was uncertain of the 




and Schrankia and described the genus 


of his Lcjyloqlottis to 

“provisoirement.” 


Beard (lOtiiD, with tc'chnical correctness, takes the position that the name 
was not validly i^ublished at that time and attributes iniblication to Standley 
(1925). The problem is academic ('xcept as it beai's on the authorship of 
S. yuitlallii (which see). 


KEY TO SPECIES 

1. Leaflets with evident lateral venation beneath. 

2. Florida species; leaflets not or slightly 




i' I a 



1. Central States species; leaflets shortly cuspidate. 

3. Pod 2—4(5) cm long, not beaked; flower buds often with 



bracts; 


Louisiana 



s 5—10 cm long; southeastern Texas and adjacent 



3. Pod 4 



cm long, beaked or 



S. 


flower buds with bracts 






to J 




s 2—(S(lt)) cm long; widely distributed. Texas 

V 

m * « * ■ • « • * « • • • * it-J * 



1. Leaflets with only in id vein evident. 

4. Species of Louisiana to Carolinas and Florida; ]iinnae usually (5 


pairs except in peninsular Florida 


S. micro 



4. Species of Texas to New Mexico; pinnae mostl>' 2—5 ])airs except in 


western Texas. 

5. Stems evidcmtlv 



(infrequently glabrate in New 



5 . 


l)innae 4—7(S) pairs; pods tetragonal; western Texas and adjacent 

New Mexico. S. occidcnialis' 

Stems glabrous or very linely puberulent; pinnae (2) 3—5 paii’s; pods 
compressed (central Tc'xas) or tetragonal (eastern Texas). 

Pod laterally compressed, 4—5 mm wide; pinnae 3—5(()) pairs; 

usuallv shorter than rachis; stems rarcL' quadrangular. 
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often exceeding 2 mm in diameter; central Texas, east to Frio, 

Travis, and Dallas Go’s. S. roenieriana 

6. Pod tetragonal, 2—3(4) mm wide; pinnae 2—4(5) pairs; petiole 
usually exceeding rachis; stems frequently quadrangular above 
and less than 2 mm in diameter; eastern and southern Texas— 
northwest margin of range through Zavala, Comal, and Robert¬ 
son Go’s. S. latidens 

SCHRANKIA HYSTRICINA (Britt. & Rose) Standi. 

Southeastern Texas (Matagorda Co. north to Shelby Co., west to Brazos 
Co.) and adjacent southwestern Louisiana. Pine woodlands, coastal grass¬ 
land; disturbed areas, roadside, etc.; moist, sandy soils. Locally frequent. 
(March) April—June. 

Chromosome number 2n = 26 (Turner and Beaman, 1953) 

This taxon seems to be Schrankia nuttallii except as to total size, the 
usually elongate peduncles, the large heads, and sometimes exserted floral 
bracts, and the short, very prickly pods. Plants possessing most of these 
characters occupy a discrete geographical area wherein they essentially 
replace S. nuttallii. Character correlation is somewhat loose-knit; viz, a 
few specimens beyond the range of S. hysiricina have unusually prickly 
pods, but these (the pods) are longer than those of hystricina; not all 
hystricina possess the distinguishing bracts; some material without un¬ 
usually long peduncles possesses the characteristic S. hystricina pods; 
vigorous S. nuttallii may have long peduncles. B. L. Turner has commented 
(personal correspondence): “It [S. hystricina^ is a much larger plant than 
S. nuttallii. To my knowledge it does not grow with nuttallii, occupying a 

wetter habitat. It acts like a species.” 

I define S. hystricina on the basis of pod-range correlation but am in¬ 
clined to the view that the case for specific rank may be moot. 

The pods range from brick-shaped-tetragonal to as flat as those of 
S. roenieriana. This variance may, in part, represent a function of maturity 
—the sutures widening after the valves. 

Schrankia hystricina (Britt. & Rose) Standi. Field Mus. Publ. Bot. 8:13. 
1930! Leptoglottis HYSTRICINA Small ex Britt. & Rose N. Am. FI. 23:139. 
1928! Type NY! Isotypes MO! and US! Hall 170. 

Hall 170 at both NY and MO is heterogeneous, probably representing 
more than one gathering. Among this material, I have designated a type 
which is congruent with the description of S. hystricina. 

SCHRANKIA LATIDENS (Small) Schum. 

Eastern and southern Texas. Mexico. Ranging from oak woodlands in 
northern part of range to grassland and thorn scrub in south; mostly sandy 
or gravelly soils, often semiweedy along roadsides and disturbed areas. 
(March) April—July (Sept.) 

Chromosome number 2n = 26 (Turner and Fearing, 1960). 












Si’lircuiL'id lalidois I'oprt'sonts the northern outlier of an extensive Mexican 
eoniplex which possesses I'eUitively few pinnae, noni'eticulate leaflets and 
usually an.uular steins. I liave taken the position that tlu' U.S. representa¬ 
tive’s and some of the Mexican phenotypes rc’present ('k'nu'nts of a single 
species. I do not know whether the 



in entiietv should be best 


c’onsidered one or several sj^ecies. It has not been easy to .garner interpre- 
tiv'e satisfaction from Heai’d (19()3) who includes S. Idtidcvs under Miinosa 
(liiddrii'dlvis subspecies quddrivdfvis. varietv- quadrirdlris, ecotype 4 (I am 
iH'itlu'r acce])tin}^ nor publishins.^ this combination.). 

'riuis, Schraidda lalidcus of the i)resent treatinc'nt is ai)i)roximately tra¬ 
ditional except that material of the eastern Texas oak woods re.uion former- 
l.v assigned to S. iuicr(>})}i{iUd (e.,e.. Turner, 1959) is hei'ein r<',warded as the 
noi'thern phase of Idtidcns. 1 distinguish S. latidcus from S. nticr 



of tlu' eastern coastal plain on a combined ueo.L;raphic-morpholoeical basis: 


(1) 'Phey are s<-'o^urai)hically 



(2) }uicroi)}uiUd possesses mostl\' 



H(ll) pairs of pinnae and 9—12 pairs of leallets; tlu’ stems are arpuiilar- 


ter('t(' to 



nearly quadi'angular. S. lalidcvs has 2—4(5) pairs 


of piinuu’ and 5—9 pairs of leallets; the stems, particularly in the southern 
pai’t of the ranyu', are frecpu'ntly distinctly quadran.uular. 


Scln'dtdcia micro 



excluded. Texas 



:id 



noun 



h’allets then includt's three closeh' related species, y. occidciitoUs is 
ix'asonably distinct on the basis both of range and morphological characters. 
S. IdiidcDs and S. rocnicridjui jmssibly represent an intc'i’gradient complex: 
S. IdlidcJis. eastern and coastal plain sands, and S. rocmcriddd. interior, 
liinc'stone. Their difl’erentiation is discussed under the latter species. After 
extraction of S. rocuicriava, the hetei'ogeneous residin' is then S. laiidcns. 
I recognize this material is not all of a type, but 1 can neitlu'r presently 
justify several species as some authoi’s have done, nor accept the 
('xtri'ine advocated by Beard (19(i;]). 



Tlu 



of ScItravLid Udidcus ari' diverse 


in degree of pi'ickliness, 



l('nglh, and width. Their form ranges from stubby (ca 4 cm), and heavily 
jirickly, to narrowly liiu'ar (to Hi cm in lengtli), somi'what sinuous, and 
lightlv 

K 1 4 ' 

Lcidoqloitis h(dlid)i(i Bi’itt. & Bose, as to description, is S. hdidcns minus 
prickles on the pods, Bi'ard (pc'r annotations) has mai'ked certain specimens 

as .S', indlicnia.' Some of these specimens have 


w 



long. 




almost unarmed pods; some ari' 





>■ (as in .S. uiicro- 


pJiylld) 



variance has biolo.gical significance; howi'ver, tlu 



of spi'cimens with “good” pods is so low that correlation with othei’ charac- 
tc’i's or range is difficult to studv. 

Sc}ira)d:ia hdidcns of the southern coastal plain includes 
of vigorous plants that possess 3—4 pinnae, and have largi’r heads than 



Bed i\\ 


cnifMovcvl t 

nt)niidis M'cnis iiiostU' [nixt 


w'l) .inniu .u it)ii sU'iiis" viunm 


Y 


ns wnrk. Ills use dI S(7n\////;k/ hi 
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“typical” S. latidens. They resemble, in these ways, S. roemeriana of the 
interior. But the pods when present are not those of S. roemeriana. Beard 
(annotations) has taken up S. nelsonii (Britt. & Rose) for some of this 
material. 

One collection, Cory, 9/27/44, Aransas Co., Texas (FSU) is a reduced 
latidens-like “thing.” The stems are filamentous-slender and obscurely 
prickly, and the leaves bear only 1—2 pinnae at the ends of long petioles; 
the moderately prickly pods are narrow-linear and well beaked. Except for 
the pod beak, this gathering matches the description and type of the Mexican 
Schrankia potosina (Britt. & Rose) Standi, and it has been marked by 
Hermann “first record outside Mexico.” Beard has annotated a few Mexican 
sheets as Schrankia potosina', they are vegetatively as above but possess 
short, heavy, scarcely beaked pods. In view of the total range of variance 
within this complex I refer S. potosina to S. latidens. 


(Small) Schum. 

LATIDENS Small Bull. N.Y. Bot. Card. 2:98 


Schrankia latidens (Small) Schum. Bot. Jahresb. 29:540. 1903! Morongia 

1901! Type NY! Isotype 

US! Heller 1779. Leptoglottis latidens (Small) Britt. & Rose N. Am. 

FI. 23:142. 1928! 


Schrankia aculeata var? Benth. Trans. Linn. Soc. Lond. 30:441. 1875! 
Leptoglottis BERLANDIERI Britt, in Britt. & Rose N. Am. FI. 23:144. 
1928! Type NY! Isotype MO! and GH! Berlandier 2513. Schrankia 
berlandieri (Britt.) Standi. Field Mus. Publ. Bot. 11:159. 1936! 


Leptoglottis HALLIANA Britt. & Rose N. Am. FI. 
Isotypes MO! US! GH! Hall 171. Schrankia 
Standi. Field Mus. Publ. Bot. 8:13. 1930! 



23:141. 1928! Type NY! 
ana (Britt. & 



Leptoglottis POTOSINA Britt. & Rose N. Am. FI. 23:143. 1928! Type US! 

Isotype GH! Purpus 5177. Schrankia potosina (Britt. & Rose) Standi. 

Field Mus. Publ. Bot. 11:159. 1936! 

Leptoglottis NELSONII Britt. & Rose N. Am. FI. 23:142. 1928! Type US! 

Isotype GH! Nelson 6230. 

As indicated in the taxonomic discussion, I have not been able to reach 
a firm decision concerning the relationships of Schrankia latidens and its 
Mexican allies. My circumscription (a provincial one), includes U.S. and 
Mexican elements which I can refer to one species with considerable 
confidence. But the complex to which this species belongs includes several 
older names—herein excluded: Mimosa qiiadrivalvis L. (1753), Schrankia 
aculeata Willd. (1806), S. mexicana Raf. (1836), and S. subinermis Wats. 
(1882). The critical earlier epithets boil down to one; amdeata is an 
illegitimate substitute for quadrivalvds. Schrankia quadriindvis (L.) Merrill 
is probably the correct name for this entire group in the event it is con¬ 
sidered a single species. 

The type (NY) of Morongia latidens Small is a vigorous plant with 
short, long-beaked, heavily prickly pods. A designated isotype (MO!) bear¬ 
ing the same collection number as the type at NY must be excluded. It is 
S. roemeriana! Leptoglottis berlandieri (based on the same collection as 



Bciitliain's S. aculcaia var?) possesses but weakly prickly pods. JA'ptocjJdtiis 


hallidiid per 




>11 y 



very slender, lon,^-beaked pods 


that are nearly unarmed. There are three specimens at NY of Hall 171. 
Only one of them bears smooth pods: I cons 






'erse m 



r it 


characters. The 




‘s of 


at (IH and US are likewise 

LcptogloHis nclsonii and potosiva represent Mexican foians which I believe 
clearly fall within S. Idiidcns. 



SCIIRANKIA MICROPHYt.LA (Dryand.) 

Southern and southeastern coastal plain; southt 


1 



Virginia, Florida 



to {'asti'in I.ouisiana. Openings or margins 
in Florida with turke>' oak and i)iiU'-palmetto 
over ar('as, roadsides, .sand,\- to loam soils. 
F^lorida essemtiallv all veaix 


pine 01 



fTk X » 



p 


s. 






or 


or m s 




A 


(-'hi’oniosome nunibcM* 2n 


If) (Atc'hison, 1949) 



\s of 


Schrarikia niicrophulla and S, nutlallii i*opi'oson( the majoi 

this l;(muis in the United wSlates, the (oi nier primai’il\^ of the southeastei’n, the 
lalt(M* of the central states. 

In broad scope, S. DiicropJujlld is reasonably consistent mor]:)holo.finally. 
Populations and individual plants dillei' primarily in dei^ree of ]^i'ickliness, 
viyor, ])resence or abs(MK*e of pubcn’iiUmce, and shape and pi’ickliness of the 
pods. Pubcsscence variation has some ,i^eograj)hic oritmtation and ma>' be 
of si.qriificance taxonomicalljy 

most Alabama and (kii’olina, pubc'rulent; and most T.ouisiana, inilxaiilent. 

I have liad little opportunity to attempt interpiAdation of pod variation 
because' so few specimens possess 

My (‘ircumscription of S. micr()])lniJla includ(\s two variants c‘onv('nient 

to discuss by name evem though I am not acc'ording them taxonomic rank, 
The\' are as follows: 


(r 


e. 


* ^ 





ai'(' .ulabi'ous: 




BRACHYC'ARPA variant (var. 

& Ro.se) 

TjOuisiana, Floi'ida. to Noi'th Carolina. Habitat 
I'’xti’cmc foi’ms of 
(mostly 11- 


arpa Chapm.; S. chapuiavi Britt 



’orpuj arc 



as var. inicroptxiUa. 
Thev hav(' short 



5 


cm lonp) which arc intensely pi'ickly: the 



s ai’e much 


wideiK'd toward the basec the pods possess little or no beak. This entity 
has been yiven .specific i-ank by Small (1933) and Bi'itton and Rose (1928). 


But one encount('rs 



's toward the vucn> 



pod (for ex- 


ampl(>, excessively prickly pods which are. how'ever, ('loiiMatcy lumked or 
not). 1 find no otlu'r exomorphic characters coi' 1 'elatin.a' with the distinctive 
pod (thus no wa\- of telliny^ if tlowerin.a- material will possess the braclitp 
cai'])a pod), and bi(icliiicar])a seems to have no discernible distributional 
palterniny, beinp;' sporadic throu.uhout the range of the species. The genetic 
c'omplex ix'sulting in this pod type occurs likewise in the S. vuHallii group 
as S. htisincina but. in this instance, with geographic orientation. 
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I am presently considering^ bra 
micrnphylla populations. 



as a recurrent phenotype within 


ANGUSTISILIQUA variant [Schrankia angiistisiliqua (Britt. & Rose) Her¬ 
mann] 

Florida. Pinelands, pine-palmetto, disturbed areas. March—May or all 
e a r. 

Schrankia vncrophylla is progressively less robust as one proceeds south¬ 
ward in Florida. The extreme forms, in southern Florida, where they 
make up most of the inicrophyUa populations, possess filiform, usually 
square, glabrous stems; the pinnae arc usually 4—5 pairs; the leaflets 
are small, not exceeding 2 mm; flower heads are 1 cm or less in diameter; 
and the pods are slender, but moderately prickly. 



in a 


The angtisiisiliqua variant thus differs from typical micr 
number of features. But its iri'egularlv clinal nature seems to defeat any 
merit in according it taxonomic recognition. 


Schrankia microphylla (Dryand.) MacBride Contr. Gray Herb. 59:9. 1919! 

osa MICROPHYLLA Drvand. in J. E. Smith Insects Georgia 2:123. 



1797! Morongia microphylla (Dryand.) Britt, ex Britt. & Brown Ill. FI. ed. 
2, 2:334. 1913! Leptoglotiis microphylla (Drvand.) Britt. & Rose N. Am. 
FI. 23:142. 1928! Schrankia microphylla (Drvand.) Standi. Field Mus. Publ. 
Bot. 8:13. 1930! 


Mimosa HORRIDULA Michx. FI. Bor. Am. 2:254. 1803! Photo of 
P) ISC! Schrankia horridula (Michx.) Chapm. FI. South. US. 


type (from 
cd. 2. 683. 



1892! Morongia horridula (Michx.) Heller Cat. N. Am. PI. 5. 1898! 

Schrankia ANGUSTATA T. & G. FI. N. Am. 1:400. 1840! Morongia angusiaia 
(T. & G.) Britt. Mem. Torr. Bot. Club 5:191. 

Schrankia angustata BRACHYCARPA Chapm. FI. South. U.S. 116. 1860! non 
S. brachycarpa Benth. 1840! T.eploqlottis chapmanii Small ex Britt & Rose 
N. Am. FI. 23:141. 1928! Schrankia chapmanii (Small ex Britt. & Rose) 
Hermann Jour. Wash. Acad. Sci. 38:237. 1948! 

Schrankia horridula var. ANGUJ.ARIS Chapm. FI. South. US. ed. 3. 127. 


1897! Type US! Chapman “Fence rows near Rome, Georgia 

anqularis” (Chapman handwriting). Morongia horridula 
(Ciiapm.) Heller Cat. N. Am. PI. s! 1898! 


var 


angularis 


Leptoglottis ANGUSTISILIQUA Britt. & Rose N. Am. FI. 23:143. 1928! Type 
US! Small & Mosicr 6349. Schrankia angnstisiliqua (Britt. & Rose) Her¬ 
mann Jour. Wash. Acad. Sci. 38:237. 1948! 


As to concept: 

Mimosa intsia sensu Walt. FI. Carol. 252. 1788! “M. intsia Walt.’’ auct. pi 
non M. intsia. L. 1753! 


The first binomial traditionally referred to this species is ‘'Mimosa intsia 
Walt.” (1788, loc. cit.). But Mimosa intsia of Walter was not proposed as 




1^40 


a lU'vv nann'; it is sim]ily a inisaiiplicalion of llio laniiaoaii Wli})ii}sa ivlsia 
as Macl>ricU‘ (1919) noted soine years aeo.' 


The identity of M. iutsia sensu Walt, willi M. itiiiTnj^lujlla is I'easonable 
but inu'ciuivoeal demonstration lias been laekiny. lli’itten 




Walt(‘r's plant as .S', but his dubiousiu'ss eonc-erniny tlie mutual 

diseernibilit.N’ of .S'. iDichuita {nntldllii) and uiicropluiUa (‘‘1 ean sec' no 
suflieient dill'c'i’enees belvvcH'ii tluniT') essentiallv nullifies his obs('rvalion. 
Dr. N. K. I). Robson has kindl\' rospondod to an iiKiuii\\' to tlu' Ibitish 
Musouin as follows (porsonal c'ori’ospondonca'): ‘^Tho specinion of Mijjiosa 
ijitsid is on p. 7?) of the Waltcn* volinno. Froni a coniixirison with inaUn'ial 
in our main oollocliom it sinans that Iho Wallor sp('c*inum dot's bt'loip^ to 
S(‘Iir(nilii(i ifiicrojyJuiUd/' bUit c'ombinations basod on '^Minidsd ivtsia Walt. 

I Scfirdtikid iulsid 





Troloaso t'x Brannt'r and Covilk 


vi)l; lA*j)t() 




hiisid 


ooru't'pl. 

Mi}ildSd dliil'n 



Rvdb., 



ai't' larut'h' Sclirankid iruddUii as to 

IT t 



Di'\and. is eleai’ly identified by the i)late. Some 
authoi's attribute this speeies to Solander. The Solander ease is i)res(’nted 


by Bi’itten (1920). 1 have aee(.'i)t('d the ei’i'dit 



in the original publi- 


eation as api)r()i)i'iate identilieation of authoi'ship. 1 have ia’eviousl\' dis¬ 
cussed flu.' identity of M. Iionidnla Michx. (lsel.\', 1957). Torrey & dray's 
description of .S', migiistdla indicates theii’ eonc(‘i)t to lie lai'.yely (if not 

Thev eitt' thret' 
at dll which 




(Mitii'cly) within the circumscrii)tion of .S', micro 
siH’cimens. 1 have seen two .yatherinys (both .S'. )iucro 
l)r()babl\' i'c'pres('nt part of tlu* oriyinal material, but label data does not 
coincide' with the published eitations. 



Britt. & Bose suyyests 




’('vei. 


Tlu' description of Lc})to(ih>t1 is mii 
that the oriyinal material niiyht have been .S', ituciiiald. The 
is the slendc'i’-podded, tenuous, Florida form of .S'. Ducroplnilld. Bi'itton 
and Bose stale' “Fine'laiids of Floriela, and in Tt'xas." The' natui’e' of Texas 
malf'rial is e-on,je'ctural. i)ossibly .S lalidcits. 


Th(' e)nl\' ( 



an shce't 1 have' se'en marke'd as Sc 



CIO 



i ■■ 


\c\\\ hrd('hii('dri)d is US! '\S M, Floiida.” It is i*('asonabl\' c/onsisU'iit willi 


th(‘ d(‘sc‘rii)lion except tlial llie slender, .sli'on^eh' 




sc a reel V 


d('S('rv(' llu 



brdcliif(dir})d. 


SUHRANKIA NUTTAlddl (Brill, Rose) Standi, 

Illinois, South Dakota, Texas. Fouisiana. Prairies, open woodlands, clear¬ 
ings, i*oadsides and other disUii'bt'd sites, iisiialK' sandv or rock\' soil, fre- 


cjiK'nl and oftc'ii i 



. April (south)—July (north) 


Uhromosome numbei' 2n 


2(i (Turner and Ik'ainan, 



This Si'lirddlcid, the most wid(d\' distribuli'd sp^'cies, ('xti'iids furtluM’ 


’W.ihdi' k'l ml pi iL .11 clI ni.Utcrs tur ]Seisicnt\' Uy f>rets uJ i n d im dU.uioiis to prd\ urns .iiiilmrs 

-wllldll \l. 

.ilniost ulrn t iL.t I with that tU the,' I mn.iy.in 


Hitt 11 tost ot his tuA\' sped i is a re iii it a lids 


IS no. I 


\1 


Id 


sed Ills cIdlt;ilosis IS 
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north in the U.S. than any other mimosoid— Desmanthus illinoensis and the 
introduced Albizia julibrissin are the closest competitors. It is an inhabitant 
of grasslands and of the contiguous wooded provinces. It has been reported 
from several of the southeastern states, presumably because of erroneous 
determinations of S. inicrophylla or ^S, uncinaia. S. hysiricina, southern 
Louisiana, is probably a geographical segregate of S. uncinaia, but the 
pods are so different that I am retaining it as a species. 


Lepioglottis nuUallii DC ex Britt. & Rose. FI. N. Am. 23: 139. 1928! 
Lepioglottis NUTTALLII DC. Mem. Leg. 451. 1827! nom. invalid. Presumed 
fragment of type NY! Nuttall “Hab . . . territorio Arkansano.” Schrankia 
nuttallii (Britt. & Rose) Standi. Field Mus. Publ. Bot. 8:13. 1930! 

Lepioglottis MIMOSOWES Small ex Britt. & Rose N. Am. FI. 23: 109. 1928! 
Tjme NY! Ruth 13. 


As to concept: 


Schrankia intsia (Walt.) Trelcase ex Branner & Covillc. Plants Ark. 178. 
1891! Lepioglottis intsia (L.) Rydb. 

M. intsia L. 1753!; neque M. intsia sensu Walt. 1788! 


Bot. 


Surv. Neb. 3 


33. 1894! neque 


Schrankia uncinaia auct. pi. non Willd. 1806! Lepioglottis uncinaia (Willd.) 
Rydb. FI. Nebr. 21: 31. 1895! 


Neither the DeCandolle description nor the fragmentary isotype seen pro¬ 
vide an unequivocal distinction between S. hystricina (Britt. & Rose) 
Standi, and S. nuttallii DC. The cited collection, a Nuttall sheet “Hab . . . 
in Americae borealis territorie Arkansano (V.S. in herb. Mcrcier.),’’ is not 
represented in the DeCandolle herbarium (mici’ofichc examination). The 
unavailability of the original specimen is noted by Beard (1963). I render 
the conventional determination: that the material is probably of the widely 
distributed species i’ather than its local derivative. 

See Schrankia uncinaia for typification of that specific epithet. 

Lepioglottis mimosoides is characterized on the basis of flattened pods; 
those of the type are indeed somewhat less than quadrangular and perhaps 
the plant possesses some degree of genetic intermediacy with S. roemeriana. 
The NY type is designated “RR embankment 5 miles from Fort Worth.” 
Two MO “isotype” sheets possess the same collection number but “Valley 
of the Trinity, 6 miles from Fort Worth, June 10, Aug. 5, 1912.” 
probably represent another gathering. A US “type” apparently constitutes 
yet a third collection. 

Beard (1963) rejects Lepioglottis nuttallii of DC. 1827, and attributes 
the name to DC. ex Britt. & Rose N. Am. FI. 23: 139. 1928. He reasons 
that DeCandolle published the genus Lepioglottis “provisoirement,” and 
since the single species L. nuUallii was presented following a combined 
generic-specific diagnosis, it was not validly published. Although there 
was no uncertainty in DeCandolle’s viewpoint of the new species: “il 





s’cst prc'sente a nioi uno belle espeei' de Mimosee,” (his iiideeision relatc'd 
only (o the ^^eneiie i’elationshi|)s of his plant.), Bi'ard's position is eorreel.' 

have oeeurred until 192S 



Valid iniblieation of nuttallii sc'eins not 
(liritton & Rose, loe. eit.). Thus, L. uuliallii is Ihi'own into i^riority eompt 


I _ 


tition with Iho t‘oiitur\' later bill sinuiltanooush 



L. vtiuiosoidrs 


vSinali ex Britt. & Hose (loc. eit.). Beard (loce eit.) seems to be the tii’st 

’ tln^ 


individual to ha\e chosen one of these 
otlun* {}}n})i(>s(d(lcs) to taxononde sx’nonvmv. 



( niitiallii) rcde.^atin 


<) 


SVHRANKIA (KX’IDICNTALIS (W. & S.) Standi. 

lsast('rn New Mt'xieo and westein Texas. Sandv soils, dunes to roadsides. 

I. ^ 

April—.lunc' (Sept.). 

(’hroinosoine number 2n 
and h’t'ai'in.u, ItXi 


24 or 2() (Turner and Beaman. 19ri3; 



net 



44us, the' westernmost speeies of Schrankia. eai\ usually be easih' deter¬ 


mined b\' its dist I'ibution and sk'nder. eoarselv 


r t t T 




1 eannot 


eri'dit MaeBride’s assertion that "Moroiniia (x'cidciilalis . . . seems to merely 
be a i)ub('seenl state of S. rooticriana." Maeliride must have had only 
How('i'in,u and immatui'e' friiitiiyu material available. 

A sand dune foi'in (Winkler ('o., Texas) is distinetive beiiyu; almost un- 
ai'ined and glabi’ate; the leaves possess (i—9 pairs pinnae to 20 pairs of 
tins' (ea 2 mm lone) leaflets. 



atl. Herb 


Svhraukia occidcnialis (W. & S.) Standi. Field Mus. Publ. Bot. 193(1: 

OCriDKNTAJAS Wooten & Standley t'ontr. U.S. 

I():13r). 1913! Type US! Isotypes MO! CH! Fisher, Nara Visa, 

,Jul\' 4, 1911. Le\)iogU)iiis occhlcnlcdis (W. & S.) Britt. & Rose 
23:140. 192S! 



wm 



N. Am. FI 


SUHRANKIA ROKMFRIANA (Seheele) Blankinship 
Noi'theentral Texas south to Frio Co. Rocky limestone soils; prairies, 
or witli mesc/Liite and oak; roadsides. 



C'hromosome number 2n 


2() (Turner and Fearing, 1900). 


ScInxuiL'ia rocinoiaud replaces S. latidens to the noi’th and west of th(‘ 
latteix S. roeiuerhuui is primarily of limestone soils, laddcns of sands. The 
two are marginally sympatrie, and I cannot always distinguish non fruit¬ 
ing matericil. In general. S. rocdicriana is more' I'obust, has larger leave's 
with more pinnae', propoi'tionall\' shorter petioles, larger flowering heads, 
and 1 ’ai‘ely sejuare ste-ms. I have the impression that southern material of 
.S’. 7'()cnicriann adjacent to S. latideas tends to have fewer pinnae and 


A ii.imc of a l.ixon hclow' tlu‘ r.iiik ol uciuis is not 


O WHICH It IS .lssie;iicd IS V.lllJU' 


ll 1C ]l 


ot the ,l;ciuis or species t 
\ a]idly published previously.’* (Lan|ou\v. l"Ui6; Article 


\alielly published unless ilic name 
puldished at the same lime or w'as 

" Cau')' and Parks Cat. M. lex. U(). I u took tip S. uiiiidHii but cited onl\ .S. itucuijid 
.uith as synon>mi. Ollier aiulieirs who h.ue treated 1 e\as Sildvajikia (e.y. I iirner, Shlnners, 
Ciould, Ree\es and Bain) designated the species S. luuiuiifd. 
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leaflets than gatherings further north. But the range of variation is con¬ 
siderable in both species and includes robust phenotypes well within the 
latidens range (assigned to that species). 

Do the two species blend biologically? From limited fruiting material, 
I have little evidence that they do. This is the major reason I have main¬ 
tained them as distinct species. Pod shape in both species is variable but 
generally distinctive. Some pods of roemeriana lack the ideal compressed 
form; “stubby” types show up in laiidens as in microphylla in the eastern 
part of the country. With only one exception, “aberrant” fruiting specimens 
are not from areas that suggest genetic influence from the other species. 
The exception is from Frio Co. where S. roemeriana and latidens overlap. 
There, the pod characters of one collection (Tharp and Turner 3457) suggest 
a blend of the two kinds. 


Sehrankia roemeriana (Scheele) Blankinship Kept. Mo. Bot. Card. 18:168. 
1907! Mimosa ROEMERIANA Scheele Linnaca 21:456. 1848! Morongia 
roemeriana (Scheele) Heller Contr. Herb. Frank & Marsh Coll. 1:44. 1895! 
Leptoglottis roemeriana (Scheele) Britt. & Rose N. Am. FI. 23:140. 1928! 

Sehrankia PLATYCARPA Gray Bost. Jour. Nat. Hist. 6:183. 1850! Type GH! 
Isotypes MO! US! Lindheimer 384. 

Leptoglottis reverchonii Britt. & Rose N. Am. FI. 23:140. 1928! Type NY! 
Reverchon, Calcareous prairies. Dallas, Texas 1877. 


I have not seen the original material of Scheele’s M. roemeriana. The 
locality “Propre Neubraunfels,” in light of known ranges of Texas Schran- 
kia, specifies this species. Several Lindheimer specimens designated as 
from the type locality are S. roemeriana. 


Gray’s supei'flous S. platycarpa was described in full knowledge of 
Scheele’s M. roemeriana because “that blundering and unscrupulous pro¬ 
pounder of species had not seen the legumes.” (Gray’s isotype at US 
possesses no fruit.) 

Leptoglottis reverchonii is said to differ from S. roemeriana in that 
the “legume is scarcely beaked: its valves long-prickly.” The pods of the 
t 3 "pe specimen are, wnthin the total range of M. roemeriana, scarcelj' un¬ 
usual. 


SCHRANKIA UNCINATA Willd. 

Central peninsular Florida (south on west side to Lee Co.), north in 
eastern Florida to southernmost Georgia. Pinelands, sandy disturbed areas, 
white sand scrub, open turkey oak woodlands. Dec.—Sept. 

Some material of this species is difficult to sharplj' discern from S. micro¬ 
phylla bj'^ anj^ characters save leaf venation. \’et I suspect it may be more 
closelj'' related to the noncontiguous S. nuttallii. The leaves possess fewer 
pinnae than tj'pical S. microphylla, and usuallj' larger leaflets than the 
sympatric angustisiliqiia variant of S. microphylla. A more robust habit. 


i’(.‘lativc‘l\’ I'c'w, br(>ad-bas('(l prie'klos. and shortor pc'duiick’s arc ol'lcn 
but not invai'iabl\’—cliai'actui’istics of S. iitir'nui'.a. 


Sclntnilna VNCINA'I'A 
ISC I 




)! Pliolo of t\'pc' 


llorb. Willdonovv 



. Sp. FI. 4:1()4;C 

"Sclirdiil.'id nucindid." Movontiid 
(Willd.) Ib-itt. Mt'm. Torr. Bot. C4ub 5:191 
''ill''.) Hvdb. FI. Nt'br. 21:31. 


(from B) 

IDIciddid 

1894! IA-})l()(iJ<)tlis utichidia 




k 5! (luoad basionyin. 


Scliid)il;id l'lA)RIDANA Chi 



. FI. Soutli. US. ed. 2. ()S;>. 1892! Ibc'sunu'd 
fra.unu'iU of typo NY! Manato(\ Floioda. Morouciid floriddiui (Cliai)ni.) 
Small ox Britt. & Ho.so N. Am. FI. 23:139. 1928! 


Torro\' & Cray 




V 


up tho binomial ,S. luiciiidiit Willd. foi' tho 


widoly disti’ibiitod .spooio.s of tho oontral Ihiili'd StaUvs and th(' nanu' was 
HO (.'iiiploN’od for noai’ly a oontui’y. Slandloy (1930) pix'sumably notin.y that 
most of VVilldonow’s oitalions iiltimat(4y li'aoi'd to S. m/rro/)/;/y/ia, assi.unod 
th(' nanu' to that siH'oios. In 1957, I oxamlnod a photo,yraph of tho Willdonow 
original matorial and loallot fra.unionls: tho loaflots w(‘ro ovidonth' nm'vi'd 


and till' Willdonow di'soriplion oonsistonl willi tho spooinu'ii. 1 properly dis- 
missod rofi'i'i'iico to .S’, diicropltiilid but loss wisely allowed tho name to 
revert to its traditional oonnotation. Board (1903) has prosonti'd a detailed 
exposition of tho idontit.\ of tho Willdonow matorial and ri'fors it lo thi' 
Floi'ida ('ntit> . 1 aooopt his oonolusions. 

Chapman's dosoi'iiition of .S', flondaiid (.sand.\' bari’ons, southern Florida) 
spooitios that the loi 



aio rotionlato boni'ath. A 



dive fra.pmont of 


tyiio matorial at NY i‘('prt'sonts a ooui>lo of loaves and a flower hi'ad \v 



tho annotation: “fiom 1>|K' siiooimon." ProsumablN' 



's of Chaiiman's 


1892 SuiiiJlomi'nt spooios are at US: but 1 have boon unable to find a 
siiooimon poidinont to this binomial. 


REi I R /:,V( /:s 

AlC ll!SO\, I .AKl.l \i . I'Sl'). StiKln.’s iii iIk' 1 i.'tiimiiiios,u'. 1\', ( li roinitsomc luinihcrs diu) 


"cip^r.ipiuc.u rclat i(.)iislii[is ot in iscci Linctms 1 c>ni m mtis ic. 1 lisha .Milulu'll .Soc. s': 




I I sa 


lU AKI), I . S. A l.lNiHPlimU MIkK tit 
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\nni. Cons.). 1 liens, L'ni\crsit\ ot .\nnli ( arolina, ( hafscl llill, 
N _ S U SJ 2 ) , 


1 . [Sihvdnh'd W'liiJ. 


( L' It 1 \ orsi L \ in icroli [ins 
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Ul\|[ I I'N, JAMl S. I‘>20, i;/j( roj}/}) Ilii. \ our. lit u . ‘IS: S ‘0) . 

BRII Icon, N, l,., ami J. N. ROSI . I‘>2S. \1 1 hios.k'lmc. North .\incr, M. 23: 1-I‘M, 

I K \l l,\I I M l\'l LI), J. A. Ohserv .uiiiiis c I ol I k] lies sur i| ueU] lies I cl; uni in (.wises 

iropicales el mi In ropi^M les. Re\. ( ytol. et Inol. Vc.l;. IS: 2^i-2S^. 

ISl I ^ , I )IL\.\L. 1 c'wu ini nosae : n omen o' I a i u ra 1 nt)tes. Kl lotloiM, : I I 6-1 1 . 


. I'>0 0, legumes oI the L'nitcti States 1. .S.aiise Suhi. 3:30C-'S(i. 

LAMOl'W, |. eoi. ! niernai u> na 1 eoole (il l>otanieal iitnnenelai ure. I nternal umaI .Asso- 

* » ^ 

ei.uion tor plant laMuioni)'. LUreelu. 402 p. 

M , |. LRANCRS'. I‘> INotes on certain l.e.^tuiinnosae. C’oiitr, (tr.iy 1 lerh. *) 0: 1-27. 

S.M.M I , |. K. 103 3. Mimosaceae. p. 6 s2miSS. f u J. K, Small, Manual ttl the soul he.istern 
ora, RuLlisheol h\‘ atithor, .\.VL 


> f 


S I .\ \ I M 1 'i , LAL 1. C\ 102n New plants I roin ( eniral America, four. Wash. .AcaJ. Sci. 
IN ^ 4 f> 2 . 
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